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ABSTRACT
Popularity of ads with visual metaphors are on the rise. The
present study examined the relationship between consumer
sentiment towards advertising and ad credibility, ad
likeability, and attention towards ads when ads contain
visual metaphors. Specifically, this study tested ads which are
“A is like B’” (comparison for similarity) and replacement type
(only either source or the target is present while the other is
absent) metaphors. Sixty-four students from a regional
university in the mid-west completed surveys. Our study
results indicate that when sentiment towards advertising is
high, consumers find ads more credible and pay more
attention to ads. However, sentiment towards advertising is
not related to ad likeability. This paper concludes with
implications for practitioners, including in social media
advertising.
Key words: Consumer sentiment, ad credibility, ad likeability,
attention to ads, visual metaphors

INTRODUCTION
Advertising is the most visible tool of marketing programs of organizations and is seen as
‘marketing’ in itself by some consumers (Kadirov, 2015). Being most visible, it attracts a variety of
reactions from consumers. Indeed, “Everyone seems to hold an opinion about various aspects of
advertising, ranging from amusement and admiration to cynicism and condemnation” (Pollay and
Mittal, 1993, p.99). Surveys also confirm this. For instance, in Experian Simmons’ spring 2010
National Consumer Survey, 38.2% of surveyed consumers responded with “agree a little or a lot” to
the statement, “I don’t like advertising in general” (Cohen, 2010). In the same survey, 26.4% of the
respondents responded with “agree a little or a lot” to the statement, “Advertising is a waste of my
time” clearly indicating that a sizeable percentage of customers have a negative sentiment towards
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advertising. However, not everyone is critical of advertising. For instance, in the same survey, 46.8%
of the respondents responded with “agree a little or a lot” to the statement, “Advertising helps me
learn about the products the companies have to offer” clearly reflecting positive sentiments from a
significant percentage of customers.
Similar sentiments are also expressed about online advertising. According to the Reuters Institute
Digital News Report, 47% of their US sample reported that they don’t see ads because they use adblocking software to screen them out; about 30% ignore ads and about 29 % actively avoid websites
where ads interfere with the content (Newman et al., 2015). Consumers who have positive sentiment
towards advertising might believe that advertising provides information about products, encourages
consumers to improve their standard of living, but those who have negative sentiment might
consider that it fosters materialism, portrays unrealistic images and lifestyles, and corrupts personal
and societal values (Coulter et al., 2001).
For reasons mentioned above, scholars have shown much interest to measure consumers’ sentiment
towards advertising and how it is related to various aspects of their behavior. This interest has
further increased after Gaski and Etzel (1986) developed a multi-item scale to measure consumers’
overall sentiment towards marketing, called the Index of Consumer Sentiment towards Marketing
(ICSM). The scale to measure sentiment towards advertising is a subscale of ICSM. Given the
importance, researchers have investigated consumer attitudes to advertising in general (James and
Kover 1992; Mady et al., Mehta and Purvis 1995; Mehta 2000). However, to the best of our
knowledge, there is not any study that investigated how consumers’ sentiment towards advertising
is related to consumers’ responses to advertisements with visual metaphors.
It is believed that ads with visual metaphors are basically meant to entertain consumers and their
usage in advertising has been steadily increasing (Madupu et al., 2013). Ads with visual metaphors
are also more appreciated (van Mulken et al., 2014) and perceived as more creative (Burgers et al.,
2015) than ads without visual metaphors. Further, Phillips (2000) suggests that ads with visual
metaphors elicit more elaboration and more positive emotional responses than ads without them
which could lead to an increased positive effect on attitude towards the ad.
Although visual metaphors are common in advertising, the research on this topic is scant (Mohanty
and Ratneshwar, 2015). This paper attempts to contribute to this stream of research. Specifically, we
investigate the relationship between consumer sentiment towards advertising and ad credibility, ad
likeability, and attention towards ads when ads contain a visual metaphor.
The rest of the paper is organized as follows. First, we briefly describe metaphors and visual
metaphors in advertising followed by consumer sentiment towards advertising. Next, we will develop
hypotheses. We next present methodology followed by data analysis and results. Discussion,
limitations and future research directions are presented next. Finally, we will discuss implications
for practitioners.
BACKGROUND
Metaphors in Advertising
A metaphor is a figure of speech that connects two seemingly dissimilar objects based on some
characteristic that is common to both. Metaphors are frequently used in advertising. The message in
a metaphoric ad is often not clear in the beginning and hence consumers are encouraged to interpret
in their own way thus increasing their interactivity with the ad. There are several reasons why
metaphors are popular in advertising. Metaphoric ads beat clutter by attracting viewers’ attention
and involvement (Phillips and McQuarrie, 2006), and increase message elaboration (McQuarrie and
Mick, 1996). They are also found to be less complex and more creative than ads without conventional
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metaphors and have a positive impact on persuasiveness, ad credibility, and attitude towards the ad
(Burgers et al., 2015).
Visual Metaphors in Advertising
A visual metaphor is a comparison of one kind of visual object (source) with another kind of visual
object (target) implicitly suggesting an analogy or likeness between the two objects even though the
two objects are different (Phillips, 2000). For instance, in an ad for a Sony Vaio, the laptop is shown
among a bunch of papers floating in a gust of strong wind, which is coming from the propellers of a
plane. In this ad, the advertiser is metaphorically saying that the Sony laptop is very light like a
paper. Simple visual metaphors can be obvious, but they can also be very complex and challenge
viewers’ comprehension. Further, they can elicit multiple interpretations from different viewers
(Mohanty, and Ratneshwar, 2015). To avoid too many inferences from viewers and to help establish
the intended connection between the source and the target, advertisers often include text that gives
clues for accurately comprehending the message.
The use of visual rhetoric, including visual metaphors in advertisements, is on the rise and research
on these topics became prominent (McQuarrie and Mick, 2003). However, there was no typology to
classify different types of visual metaphors until Gkiouzepas and Hogg (2011), Forceville (1996), and
Phillips and McQuarrie (2004) proposed different typologies and some portions of these typologies
were also examined empirically. For instance, visual metaphor ads with ‘similarity’ meaning
operations are found to lead to better cognitive elaboration and comprehension over ‘connection’
meaning operations for both ‘juxtaposition’ and ‘fusion’ type ads (Lagerwerf et al., 2012).
Replacement type visual metaphor ads were not examined in this study. Myers et al., (2011)
compared two same ‘juxtaposition’ type ads with product attributes with only one ad having an
accompanying headline and found that viewers indulging in verbal-type processing had a more
positive attitude towards the ad without the headline compared to viewers indulging in visual-type
processing. Fusion ads are generally more appreciated and less comprehended than juxtaposition
ads while replacements ads were comprehended and appreciated less compared to juxtaposition ads
(Van Mulken et al, 2014). Fusion ads have a higher recall among viewers compared to juxtaposition
ads (Peterson et al., 2017). Madupu et al (2013) found that juxtaposition structures call for the most
cognitive elaboration, while fusion structures were the most difficult to comprehend. They also found
that juxtaposition and replacement visual structures were liked more than fusion structures.
Gkiouzepas and Hogg (2011) concluded that presence of congruent content within ads with
incongruity (visual metaphors) impacts the comprehension of the ads with ‘synthesis’ type ads
outperforming ‘juxtaposition’ type ads with low verbal content in the ads. Viewers also showed a
higher favorable attitude towards the ads and the brand for ‘synthesis’ visuals over ‘juxtaposition’
visuals when the verbal content was low in both the types of ads (Gkiouzepas and Hogg 2011).
Our study is based on Phillips and McQuarrie (2004) typology and it is briefly described in the
following lines. According to Phillips and McQuarrie (2004), there are broadly three ways to combine
two elements (source and target) to create a visual metaphor. Firstly, the two elements can be
presented separately side by side. This type of presentation is called as juxtaposition. Secondly, the
two visual elements can be fused or merged together. This type of presentation is referred to as
fusion. Finally, only one element is presented without the other element. The element present in the
ad calls to mind the element that is absent. This type of presentation is called replacement.
For each one of the above three ways of combining the two elements (source and target), there are
further three possibilities of presenting the two elements based on the amount of cognitive effort
needed to understand the metaphor (Phillips and McQuarrie, 2004). First is “Connection”, in which,
the two elements are associated with each other in some way (A is associated with B). Consumers’
response involves detecting how the two elements are associated. Second is “Comparison for
similarity”, in which, the two elements are similar in some way (A is like B). The elements are either
similar in form or appearance or they share similar structural features. Consumers are expected to
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compare the elements and infer the similar features between them. Finally, “Comparison aimed at
identifying differences”, in which, the two elements are featured in such a way that one is not like
the other (A is not like B). Consumers are expected to compare the elements and infer in what way(s)
the elements are similar as well as different from each other. Overall, according to Phillips and
McQuarrie (2004), there are nine different ways of creating visual metaphors (3 X 3 = 9): three ways
of combining the two elements (source and target) and three ways of presenting the elements based
on the amount of cognitive effort needed to understand the metaphor. The Phillips and McQuarrie
(2004) typology have received considerable attention from advertising scholars (Peterson et al.,
2017).
Our review of existing literature shows findings on metaphoric ads using juxtaposition and fusion
types but there lies a gap in the literature about viewer reactions to ads utilizing ‘replacement’ type
metaphors which is addressed in our study.
Sentiment towards Advertising
Sentiment towards advertising captures how consumers generally view advertising activities. It is a
subsection of the aggregated Index of Consumer Sentiment towards Marketing (ICSM) developed by
Gaski and Etzel (1986). ICSM was developed to track public's sentiment toward marketing practices
by focusing on attitudes toward the four marketing mix elements. Although there are other
measures to assess consumer sentiment towards marketing practices such as a series of national
consumer satisfaction indices by Fornell (1992) and Fornell et al., (1996), Gaski and Etzel (1986)
measure is the most popular and well-developed (Lawson et al., 2001).
Sentiment towards advertising can influence consumers' responses to advertisements and personal
traits either favorably or unfavorably. For instance, Mady et al., (2011) investigated Dubai
consumers’ sentiment towards advertising and found it to be positively influencing materialism
levels. James and Kover (1992) have found that consumers’ sentiment towards advertising affected
the involvement with specific advertisements. Mehta and Purvis (1995) found that consumers’
sentiment towards advertising affected the total number of ads consumers recalled and their interest
in buying the advertised product.
HYPOTHESES
Sentiment towards Advertising and Ad Credibility
Ad credibility is defined as the ‘extent to which the consumer perceives claims made about the brand
in the ad to be truthful and believable’ (MacKenzie and Lutz 1989, p 51). Consumers focus on both
verbal and visual content of the ad to evaluate the truth and believability of the ad (Cotte et al.,
2005). Credibility is an important aspect of any advertisement. If an advertisement lacks credibility
then it is often ignored or avoided by consumers (Moore and Rodgers, 2005). For this reason,
advertisers believe that in order to influence attitudes leading to purchase behavior, an ad first and
foremost must be seen as credible by the consumer (Cotte et al., 2005).
We argue that consumers with a high positive sentiment towards advertising believe an ad as more
credible compared to those consumers with a less positive sentiment. A less positive sentiment
means that consumers are skeptical of advertising and therefore are less inclined to form beliefs that
are consistent with ad claims (Obermiller and Spangenberg, 1998). Such consumers are less likely to
believe in or depend on the information provided in the ads resulting in low ad credibility (Moore and
Rodgers, 2005). On the other hand, consumers who have more positive feelings about advertising, in
general, find specific advertisements more acceptable and informative (Bauer and Greyser, 1968),
which means they perceive ads to be more credible. Moore and Rodgers (2005) found evidence in
support of such a relationship between advertising skepticism and ad credibility across different

54

Journal of Applied Marketing Theory
Vol. 8 No. 2 Page 51 - 64, September 2018
ISSN 2151-3236

media types viz, newspapers, television, radio, magazines, and the Internet. Reupsch (2017) also
suggests that positive emotions have a positive influence on perceived credibility. Especially, the
emotion ‘interest’ has a strong positive relationship with perceived credibility. Similarly, Lutz (1985)
suggest that moods evoked by advertisements are simply the consumer’s affective state at the time of
exposure. To summarize, we would expect that greater the positive sentiment towards advertising in
general, the greater the credibility of the ad. Therefore, we propose the following hypothesis:
H1: Consumers who have a high (low) level of sentiment towards advertising will show higher (lower)
level of credibility towards the ad with replacement type of visual metaphor.
Sentiment towards Advertising and Ad Likeability
Ad likeability is not only about how entertaining the ad is, but it is also about how relevant and
meaningful the ad is to consumers (Biel and Bridgewater, 1990). Ad likeability has drawn
increasing attention from scholars because for an ad to be effective, it has to be liked by consumers
first (Fam and Waller, 2004). Without liking the ad first, a consumer may not pay any attention to
an ad. For this reason, ad likeability is often used as a strategy to break through advertising clutter
(Smit et al., 2006).
We believe that positive sentiment towards advertising is positively related to ad likeability. There is
empirical evidence from the extant literature to support our argument. For instance, Mehta’s (2000)
study showed that individual attitudinal factors related to advertising in general influences how
consumers react to any specific advertisement. Specifically, Mehta (2000) found that consumers who
had favorable attitudes toward advertising showed greater interest in buying the advertised product
than those who distrusted advertising. Similarly, studies by MacKenzie and Lutz (1989) and
MacKenzie et al., (1986) have established that individual factors such as attitude towards
advertising in general influences attitude towards the ad (Aad). But Aad has been conceptually
defined in terms of ‘overall liking of the ad’ (Percy and Rossiter, 1992). Further, consumers who
have more positive feelings about advertising, in general, find specific advertisements more
enjoyable (Bauer and Greyser, 1968). Therefore, we argue that positive sentiment towards
advertising will be positively related to ad likeability. Hence, we advance the following hypothesis:
H2: Consumers who have a high (low) level of sentiment towards advertising will show higher (lower)
level of liking for the ad with replacement type of visual metaphor.
Sentiment towards Advertising and Attention to Ads
Attention to an ad is defined as, “the extent of cognitive resources a person indicates having devoted
to an advertisement, the product in an ad, or a portion of an ad.” (Bruner, 2009, p. 50). Since
consumers are overloaded with marketing communications efforts it is not possible to be attentive to
all these efforts by any consumer. In fact, most people on an average spend only about 1.5 seconds to
read a print advertisement (Brierley, 2002). Hence, the role of attention becomes very crucial.
Without attention, consumers cannot process the information presented in the ad. For this reason,
consumers’ attention is considered as a prerequisite for all marketing efforts (Sacharin, 2000).
We believe that consumers with high positive sentiment towards advertising would devote more
attention to ads. In their study, James and Kover (1992) found that attitude towards advertising has
a positive impact on ad involvement (measured as the amount of time spent looking at print ads).
Their study results reveal that consumers who feel advertising is not manipulative and is a good way
to learn about products are more involved with the advertisements. On the other hand, if the
sentiment is low, the motivation to look or process advertisements may be low, which means lower
attention. This could be because if their sentiment is low, the cause could be their skepticism
towards advertising, and skeptical individuals may have less attention to advertising (Obermiller
and Spangenberg, 1998). Hence, we advance the following hypothesis.
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H3: Consumers who have a high (low) level of sentiment towards advertising will show higher (lower)
level of attention to the ad with replacement type of visual metaphor.
METHODOLOGY
Research Design
A one group experimental design was used in the study. Each subject viewed four ads that contained
visual metaphors that are “A is like B’” and replacement type. The ads were printed in a booklet, one
ad per page and the sequence of the ads was randomized. A visual ad without a metaphor was
included in between the four test ads to disguise the purpose of the study. It was decided to use
multiple ads to minimize the possibility that the study results are due to the choice of ads selected
(Phillips, 2000). Further, actual ads with real brands were used to increase external validity as
recommended by Thorson (1990) and to provide a managerially relevant test of the typology (Puntoni
et al., 2011). Ads contained minimal or no copy. Only non-business majors were included in the study
because business majors are believed to respond differently or may have a special interest or
expertise in advertising (Phillips, 1997).
Advertising Stimuli
We collected several ads containing visual metaphors from several websites like
www.adsoftheworld.com. We excluded ads that contained sexual content or well-known persons.
Additionally, we have limited our ads to only utilitarian products. A set of fifteen ads with visual
metaphors containing only “A is like B’” (comparison for similarity) were shortlisted and of the
fifteen ads, five ads were of replacement type (only one element is presented without the other
element. The element present in the ad calls to mind the element that is absent). This was done by
one of the authors with the help of two non-marketing faculty members. After the ads were sorted,
the other two authors then evaluated the sort and confirmed if the sorting followed the right
classification i.e. all the ‘replacement’ type ads were placed under the same group.
The authors then recruited 22 students, briefed them about the Phillips and McQuarrie (2004)
typology and showed them the unsorted fifteen ads on a projector screen one at a time. The students
had to then sort the ads into two groups: replacement vs non-replacement type which further
validated the choice of the ads used in our study. The ads that consistently ended up in the right
direction of the sorting were retained and thus we had to drop one ‘replacement’ type ad from our
original list of five and proceeded to use four ads in our study.
Each ad was printed on a matte presentation paper, one ad per page, and the questions were printed
below the ad. Ads were placed in random order in each booklet. Order of questions was also varied.
The four ads used in this study are ads for Orbit White chewing gum, HP printers, Spontex
absorbent pads, and Erdal shoe polish. The four ads selected were from different categories of
products but all of them represent utilitarian products.
Measures
All measures were taken from existing literature. Consumer sentiment towards advertising was
measured with a seven-item 5-point ‘strongly disagree’ to ‘strongly agree’ Likert scale developed by
Gaski and Etzel (1986). Ad credibility was measured with a three-item 7-point Likert scale
developed by Williams and Drolet (2005). Ad likeability was measured with a three - item 5-point
semantic differential scale (Phillips, 2000). Attention to ads was measured with a five-item 7-point
‘not at all’ to ‘very much’ Likert scale (Laczniak et al., 1989).
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Procedure
Participants were students from a regional university located in the mid-west. To increase the
generalizability of results, students with a variety of majors were included in the study. Two $25
gifts were offered as an incentive for participating in the study. Participants were handed out a
booklet that contained instructions, a brief description of the purpose of the study and information
about confidentiality and raffle prize, demographic questions, and advertisements.
To simulate realistic viewing conditions, participants were instructed to view the ads as they
normally would when reading a magazine and to look at each ad for as long as they liked.
Participants completed demographic questions first and then answered questions at their own pace
after viewing each ad. A total of sixty-four surveys were completed. The mean age of the students
was 26.5 years (std. deviation = 9.48). The ages ranged from 18 to 59 years. 45.3% of the respondents
were male and 54.7% were female.
DATA ANALYSIS AND RESULTS
We ran the reliability analysis for sentiment towards the ad and other constructs. The reliability
drops to 0.72 from 0.76 if we drop item 3 in the sentiment towards the ad construct. Dropping other
items takes down the reliability further down to 0.68 and below. Therefore, we have retained the
original items in the scale.
In other items, we have the same measures being used across different ad settings. So, dropping an
item in any one setting means the scales are not similar across both settings. So, we ran the
reliability analyses again and found that the combination of items we have are the best we can have
in terms of keeping the items similar across settings. Since the reliabilities for all constructs cross
the 0.70 threshold of Nunnally (1978) we believe that the reliabilities of our scales are acceptable.
We also ran an EFA analysis for each setting to cross verify factor loadings. We used principal axis
factoring with direct oblimin rotation. In each setting, the Kaiser-Meyer-Olkin measure of sampling
adequacy was above the commonly recommended value of .6 (ranging from 0.70 to 0.76), and
Bartlett’s test of sphericity was significant (χ2 (120) > 600 and p < .05). All the communalities were
all above commonly recommended .3 standard confirming that each item shared some common
variance with other items. Given these overall indicators, factor analysis was deemed suitable with
the items. Four factors emerged as expected and the Initial Eigen values indicated that the first four
factors explained 60% to 65.92% of the variance. Structure matrix indicated that all items loaded on
the corresponding factors. Hence, we believe that the items that are used in the study are validated
by the EFA analysis.
After a median split of the sentiment towards advertising scale, two groups (high and low sentiment
towards advertising) were created. The Median split has been conducted by other others in the past
to split a continuous variable into two groups (ex: Dutta-Bergman and Wells, 2002). The low
sentiment group had 38 respondents (59.4%) and high sentiment group had 26 respondents (40.6%).
A one-way MANOVA was conducted to test the study hypotheses with high-low sentiment as the
independent variable and ad credibility, ad likeability and overall attention to ads as the dependent
variables. SPSS version 20 was used for data analysis. Prior to conducting the MANOVA,
correlations were computed between dependent variables to test the MANOVA assumption that the
dependent variables would be correlated with each other in the moderate range, i.e., .20 -.60 (Meyers
et al., 2006). As shown in Table 1, the correlations are moderate, suggesting the appropriateness of a
MANOVA. Additionally, a non-significant Box's M value of 11.18, with p (.103) >.05 indicates a lack
of evidence that the homogeneity of variance-covariance matrix assumption was violated.
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Attention to Ads
Ad Credibility
Ad Likeability
Mean
Standard Deviation

Table 1
Correlations and Means
Attention to Ads
Ad Credibility

Ad Likeability

.44
.53
4.52
1.26

3.53
.73

.47
2.84
1.13

The main effect of the between-subjects variable, 'sentiment towards advertising' was significant,
Wilks' λ = .836, F (3, 60) = 3.92., p (.013) < .05. This indicated that sentiment towards advertising
(viz., high versus low) had an impact on the dependent variables.
Given the significance of the overall test, the univariate main effects were examined. Prior to
conducting follow up ANOVAs, the homogeneity of variance assumption was tested for all three
dependent variables. The Levene's tests were not statistically significant, p >.05 (except for one
variable, overall attention to ads). Thus, the assumption of homogeneity of variance is almost met
(see Table 2). As shown in Table 2, significant univariate main effects for sentiment towards
advertising were obtained for two of the three dependent variables: ad credibility, F (1, 62) = 5.34, p
< .05, and overall attention to ads, F (1, 62) = 10.82, p<.05.

DVs
Ad liking
Ad Credibility
Attention to Ads

Table 2
One-way ANOVAs (n = 64)
Levene’s Test
ANOVAs
Low Sentiment
F (1,62) p
F (1, 62) p
M
SD
3.06
.085
3.95
.051
3.39
.76
.000
1.000 5.34
.024
2.58
1.10
6.64
.012
10.82
.002
4.13
1.30

High Sentiment
M
SD
3.75
.64
3.22
1.09
5.11
.93

Hypothsis1, which stated that consumers who have a high (low) level of sentiment towards
advertising will show higher (lower) level of credibility towards the ad with replacement type of
metaphor was supported. As shown in the table 2, there is a significant difference between high
sentiment (M = 3.22, SD. = 1.09) and low sentiment (M= 2.58, SD = 1.10), p< 0.05.
Hypothesis 2, which stated that consumers who have a high (low) level of sentiment towards
advertising will show higher (lower) level of liking for the ad with replacement type of visual
metaphor was not supported. As shown in the table 2, there is not a significant difference between
high sentiment (M = 3.75, SD. = .64) and low sentiment (M= 3.39, SD = .76), p> 0.05.
Hypothesis 3, which stated that consumers who have a high (low) level of sentiment towards
advertising will show higher (lower) level of attention to the ad with replacement type of visual
metaphor was supported. As shown in the table 2, there is a significant difference between high
sentiment (M = 5.11, SD. = .93) and low sentiment (M= 4.13, SD = 1.13), p < 0.01. Since the
variances were not equal for the two unequal groups (high and low sentiment towards advertising)
on the dependent variable “attention towards the ad”, we conducted an independent sample t-test
under the “variances not equal” condition. Results indicated that the mean difference was still
significant (Mean difference = -0.98, t = - 3.49, P < 0.05). This further indicates that our argument
that H3 is supported.
This study set out to investigate the relationship between consumer sentiment towards advertising
and ad credibility, ad likeability, and attention to ads in the context of ads with visual metaphors.
Our results suggest that sentiment towards advertising is related ad credibility. Specifically, our
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results suggest that when consumers’ sentiment towards advertising is high, they find ads more
credible, whereas if the sentiment is low, they find ads less credible. Our study supports Moore and
Rodgers (2005), who found that if skepticism towards advertising was high then credibility towards
advertising was low. Additionally, our results suggest that consumers pay more attention to ads
when consumers’ sentiment towards advertising is high. Such consumers spend more cognitive
effort, time, and show greater involvement when viewing visual metaphor ads. However, contrary to
what we hypothesized, our study results suggest that sentiment towards advertising is not related to
ad likeability. In other words, both groups (high/ low sentiment) tend to like visual metaphor ads.
This could be because of the entertainment value present in visual metaphor ads- they are fun to see
and understand. For this reason, even those respondents with low sentiment towards advertising
equally liked ads. Overall, our study shows that individual factors related to advertising in general
influence how respondents react to visual metaphoric ads. Specifically, the results show that
sentiment towards advertising influences how much attention they pay to ads, and if the ads are
credible.
LIMITATIONS AND FUTURE RESEARCH DIRECTIONS
There are some limitations to this study, which should be taken into consideration when viewing the
results. First, participants viewed ads in a classroom environment which might have forced
respondents to devote more time and cognitive resources than they would normally spend looking at
ads. This should have affected their overall attention to ads. Second, this study included students as
participants. Students’ sentiment towards advertising and their reactions to advertisements may not
be representative of general population. Third, the reaction to the stimuli might vary by the type of
consumer relationship with the product and brand familiarity. Which means, our choice of ads might
have influenced consumers to respond in a certain way. Fourth, we have included real ads, which
limited our ability to control the experiment. Fifth, a median split of the continuous variable,
‘sentiment towards advertising’ resulted in two unequal group sizes. Of the three dependent
variables, equality of variance assumption was not met for one of the dependent variables (attention
to ads). Finally, only print ads were studied in this paper; the results could be different for TV or
internet ads and caution must be exercised when generalizing results to all kinds of ads.
The following are some of the possible future research directions. Most of the study’s participants are
younger and it is known that younger respondents are more favorable to advertising (Shavitt et al.,
1998) but as they age their antipathy towards advertising increases (See Lawson et al., 2001).
Future research should include participants who are older and not college students. Future research
should include ads that fit into other quadrants of Phillips and McQuarrie (2004) typology. We have
not included the need for cognition construct in our study, but this variable could be studied as a
moderator. Finally, there needs to be initiative by both researchers and advertisers to examine if the
visual metaphor framework can be implemented in a social media advertising context where the
intrigue and the entertaining elements associated with the framework should be able to make an ad
stand out amidst the clutter and provide the advertising brand more visibility and higher
engagement with the end users.
IMPLICATIONS FOR MARKETING PRACTITIONERS
Advertisers should asses target audience overall general feelings about advertising in order to
develop effective ads. When audience feelings are more favorable, they find ads with replacement
type visual metaphors as more credible. This means, in a target market, when consumers have a
favorable disposition towards advertising, advertisers should incorporate replacement type visual
metaphors. Such ads will increase the credibility of the claims made in the ads. Further, since
consumers are overloaded with advertisements in their daily life, it is important to draw their
attention. When consumers have favorable feelings towards advertising, advertisers should use
replacement type visual metaphors because such ads will draw their attention. A bigger challenge
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for advertisers is how to make ads more likable by the audience who have unfavorable feelings
towards advertising. Such audience are reluctant to pay attention to ads. Ads with visual metaphors
may be the key to draw their attention. Visual metaphoric ads cut through the clutter and generate a
favorable response as they have great entertainment value. They amuse, intrigue and challenge
audience to decipher the metaphor.
Another good application of visual metaphoric ads would be their utilization in social media
advertising that is being widely targeted by advertisers to vie for consumer’s attention. With social
media websites relying exclusively on their advertising revenues for survival, advertisers and social
media users have to often deal with advertising clutter that not only reduces the effectivity of the ads
but also increases dissatisfaction among the viewers. Research has shown that social media users
react positively to ads that are informative, intriguing and entertainment-laden (Logan, Bright, and
Gangadharbatla, 2012). Ducoffee (1995) stated that advertising is generally evaluated by consumers
based on three factors: informativeness, irritation, and entertainment. The entertainment factor of
the ad arouses interest among the target audience, especially if it is rich in entertaining and visual
complexity. Such an ad would lead to a positive attitude among the viewers for the advertiser and
influences their purchase intentions of the brand (Alwitt and Prabhakar, 1992; Ducoffee, 1995;
Ferreira and Barbosa, 2017).
In a recent study about the consumers’ attitude towards Facebook advertising, it was found that
female Facebook users react more positively to the entertainment dimension of the ads compared to
males (Ferreira and Barbosa, 2017). With females being majority users of social media
(www.statista.com, 2018), the finding from the Ferreira and Barbosa (2017) study should provide
further encouragement to advertisers to implement their ad using the visual metaphor framework.
Hence, advertisers should strongly consider utilizing visual metaphor ads when reaching out to
users in social media, which might increase the click- through rates of the ads because of their high
perceived credibility and liking. However, it should be noted that although social media ads with
visual metaphors should be able to arouse interest among the viewers for an initial engagement (i.e.
ad clicks), the advertiser will have to back it up with informative content for a continual and ongoing
engagement resulting in purchase and loyalty intentions.
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